PRESERVATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS

FRIDAY, MAY 5, 1972
U.S. Sevare,

SuscoMMITTEE oN PuBLic Lanps

oF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room
3110, New Senate Office Building, Hon. Frank Church (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators Church (presiding) and AHott.

Staff present: Jerry Verkler, staff director; Porter Ward, profes-
stonal staff member; and Charles Cook, minority counsel.

Senator Cuurch. Ladies and gentlemen, this is the time duly no-
ticed and set for an open hearing by the Senate Subcommittee on
Publiec Lands on legislation which would designate various addi-
tional areas for the Wilderness Preservation System. The areas in-
volved are located on national wildlife refuges, national parks, and
national forests. The areas under consideration in S. 2453 are: Far-
allon National Wildlife Refuge, Calif.; Chamisso National Wildlife
Refuge, Alaska; National Key Deer Refuge, Great White Heron
National Wildlife Refuge and Key West National Wildlife Refuge,
Fla.; Simeonof National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska; Izembek Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, Alaska; West Sister National Wildlife Ref-
uge, Ohio; Breton National Wildlife Refuge, La.; Isle Royale Na-
tional Park, Mich.; Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks,
(‘alif.; North Cascades National Park, Wash,; and Shenandoah Na-
tional Park, Va.

Other measures to be considered here today are: S. 1198, Indian
Peaks Wilderness, Colo.: Flat Tops Wilderness, Colo.; S. 3119 and
H.R. 736 (House passed bill), the Cedar Keys National Wildlife
Refuge, Fla.: 5. 3120, the National Key Deer Refuge, Great White
Heron National Wildlife Refuge, and Key West National Wildlife
Refuge, Fla.: 8. 2539 and amendment No. 1164, Isle Royale Na-
R}onal Park, Mich.; S. 2158 and S. 3541, Shenandoah National Park,

a.

The areas encompassed in these bills approximate 1,869,725 acres.

Due to the large number of witnesses appearing here today to
present testimony on these legislative proposals, I will ask each of
vou to limit your remarks to not more than 5 minutes, and then to
submit your full statement for the record where it will appear as if
tead. Also in the interest of saving time we have grouped witnesses
Into panels as indicated on the witness list. If you wish to testify on
thore than one area do so while you are at the witness table. Please
"eep momind the S-minute limitation, If there is anvone that weuld
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STATEMERNT OF HON. FRANK CHURCH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF IDAHO

Senater CHURCH. As we begin this hearing, I want to take just a few
moments to reflect on the broader questions that will be involved ag
we discuss these individual wilderness proposals.

Before us today are wilderness proposals involving all three agen-
cies which have a part of the wilderness review program. Kach
agency has approached its job of wilderness studies on the basis of
its own history and policies, from its own perspectives. Thus, it ig
not surprising that we find some differences in how their results
come out in these proposals.

But T want to stress that we are operating here under the same
governing statutory direction, the Wilderness Act of 1964. This act
is the common denominator. I want to take a careful look as we pro-
ceed to see that the policies of these three agencies are consistent
with each other and are consistent, overall, with the intent of Con-
gress embodied in the 1964 Wilderness Act.

That act was an historic piece of legislation, one of the most im-
portant enacted in recent decades in the field of public land adminis-
tration. That is how I described the act in 1961 when it was my
great privilege to carry the wilderness bill on the Senate floor as
floor manager, at a time when the then committee chairman, Clint
Anderson, was hospitalized. We had a good debate that day on the
wilderness bill, as we had through all the years of preparing the
bill, with the personal help of the former committee chairman,
James Murray and of Clint Anderson, as well as the active partici-
pation of Senator Jackson, Senator Neuberger, and Senator Allott.

Much important detail was covered in that long legislative his-
tory, some of which is essential to give us guidance today as we con-
sider the wilderness policies of these agencies as reflected in the
proposals before us.

Let me raise some specific points that are quite important :

I note that in national park wilderness, the Department of the In-
terior maintains that an area under established and authorized graz-
ing use is not, as a matter of blanket policy, considered suitable for
wilderness. I am at a loss to find a justification for that policy in the
Wilderness Act. On this point, the legislative history is very clear.
On the floor of the Senate, in 1961, I offered a committee amend-
ment, which carried unanimously, to make it absolutely clear that es-
tablished grazing may continue within national park or wildlife ref-
uge wilderness. My 1961 amendment was expressly for the purpose
of clarifying, in the legislative history, that the special allowance
for continuing established grazing within designated wilderness as
well as national forest wilderness. As I said on the Senate floor:
“Such grazing as presently exists may continue as before. It is not
affected by the bill—the bill expressly provides that any restrictions
that may apply in a wilderness area are made subject to existing
rights.” (Congressional Record, daily edition, September 5, 1961,
page S.15922).

By the same token, I offered an amendment to make it clear that

¢! £ vwnrarhants ar the landine of aireraft. where previously
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established, could continue within national park wilderness, as well
as within national forest wilderness. In that regard, I then said
this: “It is my feeling, and I think the feeling 1s shared by most
members of the committee—that there is no reason to confine the
stated exception to wilderness areas which are carved out of national
gorests.” (ibid, page S16965). And that clarifving amendment
passed the Senate by a voice vote. Yet I understand that the Park
Service does not recommend grazing lands as wilderness and does
not intend to recommend the surface of Crater Lake or of Yellow-
stone Lake as wilderness. These exclusions are not mandated, in any
sense, by the Congress.

Now, we have a grazing area exclusion in one of the proposals be-
fore us today, the proposed wilderness for Kings Canyon National
Park. There 1s no reason in law for that exclusion.

Now, we see that the National Park Service is, again, as a matter
of blanket policy, setting the boundaries of its proposed wilderness
units back from the edge of roads, developed areas and the park
poundaries by “buffer” and “threshold” zones of varying widths.
There is no requirement for that in the Wilderness Act. No other
agency draws wilderness boundaries in this way, which has the effect
of excluding the critical edge of wilderness from full statutory pro-
tection. The Wilderness Act calls for the designation of suitable
wild lands which are of wilderness “character.” This term “wilder-
ness character” applies only to the immediate land involved itself,
not to influences upon it from outside areas. This point was specified
precisely in an early amendment to the wilderness bill, which at one
time used the alternative term “Wilderness environment.” On July
2, 1950, the then chairman of the Interior Committee introduced S.
2309 as amended, “clean bill” version of the wilderness bill, One of
the amendments embodied there was the change from the term “wil-
derness environment” in the act’s definition to the term “wilderness
environment” in the act's definition to the term “wilderness charac-
ter.” Senator Murray explained this amendment, and I quote: “The
word ‘character’ is substituted because ‘environment’ might be taken
to mean the surroundings of wilderness rather than the wilderness
entity.” (Congressional Record for July 2, 1960.) What this amend-
ment made clear is that the suitability of each acre of possible wil-
derness 1s to be ascertained on the basis of that wilderness entity,
not on the basis of insubstantial outside influences. Sights and
-unds from outside the boundary do not invalidate a wilderness
;ivmgnation or make threshold exclusions necessary, as a matter of
LW,

On the same point, I note that, for example, wide swaths of land
ire exeluded from wilderness adjacent to the Generals Highway in
~equola National Park. Yet, I find no plans for any new develop-
“ent in that area in the recently-approved park master plan. So 1
;.t_ll to see the reason for excluding these wild lands, the critical
ringes of the wilderness, while there would seem to be good reason
“1t putting them within the full protective boundary of the desig-

tted wilderness. '

[tha sheanan af onnd and enhetantial rancana ta the confrarv—
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areas within national parks should embrace all wild land. There is
no lawful policy basis for massive exclusions of qualified lands on
which no development is planned. I can appreciate the interest of
any agency in not surrendering their full administrative discretion
over such areas, to bulld and develop or not to build and develop,
but that is what the Wilderness Act mandates the National Park
Service to do. This is not out of any suspicion or concern for Park
Service stewardship, but because we in the Congress recognized the
pressures that would face the national parks, and provided in the
Wilderness Act the statutory basis for strengthening the protective
hand of the National Park Service.

I am especially concerned about the nonwilderness “enclaves”
which seem to pepper all of these national park wilderness propos-
als, There are more than 30 separate Swiss-cheese-like enclaves
within Sequola and Kings Canyon National Parks. I find no con-
vincing rationale for this practice.

As one who was intimately involved in fashioning the Wilderness
Act, I want to assure the National Park Service and the Department
of the Interior that the Wilderness Act was not deliberately con-
trived to hamstring reasonable and necessary management activities,

First, I call your attention to the important and often neglected
distinction between the definition of wilderness suitability, which is
found in section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act and the provisions gov-
erning management of an area of wilderness once designated, which
are found in the various subsections of section 4 of the act. It was
not the intent of Congress that the section 4 management provisions
be applied as criteria and standards for adding an area to the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System. The test of suitability of an
area for wilderness designation is simply and solely in the definition
of wilderness in section 2(c¢), which is a reasonable, flexible defini-
tion, resting basically on a balancing judgment of the imprint of
man’s work being “substantially unnoticeable” within the proposed
wilderness entity.

There is much confusion on this point which has led to some poli-
cies about what can or cannot be designated “wilderness” which are
simply not consistent with the clear intent of the Congress as we on
this committee spelled it out. and it is reflected in the abundant leg-
islative history U am citing this morning. For instance, many of
these so-called wilderness enclaves are based on assumptions and pol-
icies of the Department of the Interior which are not in conform-
ance with the directives and intent of the Congress. I will want to
exercise close scrutiny of these proposals to assure that the correct
and accurate intent of the Wilderness Act is fulfilled as we add the
additional areas.

Now, returning to the matter of the enclaves, it is apparently
argued that they are necessary because whatever facilities are within
them—or planned to be placed within them—would not be permissi-
ble within a wilderness area under the terms of the Wilderness Act.
That interpretation of the act is simply in error.

Seetion 4 of the Wilderness Aet savs:
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within any wilderness areas designated by this Aect and, except as necessary to
meet minimum requirements for the administration of the area for the purpose
of this act—including measures required in emergencies involving the health
and safety of persons within the area—there shall be no temporary road. no
use of moror vehicles. motorized equipment or motorboats, no landing of air-
craft. no other form of mechanical transport and no structure or instaliation
within any such area.
First, let me say that this provision applies equally to all areas
designated as wilderness, not just to the original Forest Service
areas covered i by the 1964 act itself.
Second, note that these prohibitions of uses specifically exempt the
situation of existing private rights. We had a lot of debate on that
point during form'llatlon of the wilderness bill. Senator Allott, 1n
Iutlcul&r, meted our intent in this respect to be very clear. W’hat
the act intends and contemplates is that small private inholdings,
mineral claims, grazing areas and the like, which constitute estab-
lished private rights or privileges may be encompassed within the
houndaries of a wilderness area, and need not be specially enclaved
or otherwise segregated from the wilderness area within which they
lie. To the dewree that prohibitions in the Wilderness Act would
infringe the exercise of the private right, they are exempted from
the control of those pI‘OhlblthRS by virtue of the controlling phrase
that these prohibitions are “subject to existing private rights.” Thus,
the private mineral claims and other private inholdings, as well as
the grazing areas within these proposed park wilderness units may
he: desygnated now, without further complication as encompassed
within the wilderness—this applies to mineral claims in the North
(‘ascades, the grazing area in Kings Canyon, the various life-tenure
[Hl\‘lte rights in Isle Royale and ‘similar situations. Upon termina-
tion of these various private rights, the land will already be a part
of the wilderness within which it lies, with no need for further pro-
redures or legislation. I would point out that this is the way the
FForest Service routinely handles inholdings within its wilderness
areas, and the same practice should be used for park and refuge
nreas.
Now, there are also a variety of these enclaves set aside to contain
various sorts of management facilities in park and refuge wilder-
ness. For example, there are 22 enclaves, nine acres each, for teleme-
tering precipitation measuring equipment in Sequoia. and Kings
"invon, and there is an enclave within the wilderness at Simeonof
National Wildlife Refuge, 131 acres in size, to allow occasional land-
mus of aireraft for management purposes. Now, I call your atten-
Hon to the phrase in the prohibition of uses in section 4 of the Wil-
derness Act which states “except as necessary to meet minimum
requirements for the administration of the area for the purpose of
this aet™ such uses are prohibited.
This provision fully allows for necessary management functions to
wrur within wilderness, without need for exclusionary enclaves, We
titend to permit the managing agencies a reasonable and necessary
atitude in such activities w 1thm w'llderness where the purpose is to
trotect the wilderness, its resources and the public visitors within
e area—all of which are consistent with “the purposes of the act.”

This provision allow% fm _necessary minimum sanitation facilities
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various fire protection necessities, such as fire towers, helispots and
fire rings in primitive camps. It allows for the development of pro-
tected potable water supplies. All of these elements of management
activity are permissible within designated wilderness, if kept to the
minimum *necessary to meet minimum requirements for the admin-
istration of the area.” The issue is not whether necessary manage-
ment facilities and activities are prohibited; they are not—the test is
whether they are in fact necessary. Nothing in the act of the legisla-
tive intent requires or forces the National Park Service or the
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife to carve out these kinds of
nonwilderness enclaves—not for snow gauges and telemetering
equipment, not for fire lookonts, not for ranger patrol cabins, not
for pit toilets or other minimum sanitary facilities, not for helispots
or provision for occasional landing of management aircraft, not for
provision of necessary potable and protected water supply, not for
necessary and minimum facilities for fish and wildlife management,
such as watering holes, guzzlers, fish traps, not for trailside shelters
if of a primitive kind and reasonably necessary to serve the purposes
of the wilderness area-—as opposed to simply for the comfort and
convenience of park visitors.

In summary, the concept of nonwilderness enclaves, at least as em-
bodied in these proposals, is undesirable, dangerous, inconsistent
with the letter and intent of the Wilderness Act, and altogether un-
justified. It may be that we will eventually see a need for such an
interior exclusion in some future proposal, but for the kinds and
types of facilities and uses I have mentioned, I find no justification
for such enclaves at all.

Now, in these comments 1 have tried to present the legislative in-

tent and legislative history behind the Wilderness Act as I know it.
As one who went through the unusually long, unusually-detailed
evolution of that historic act, I have a great personal interest and a
deep pride in it as a landmark element of our national land policy. I
do not—and I think this committee does not, want to see the prom-
ise of a truly diverse National Wilderness Preservation system cut
short by unnecessarily restrictive policies.
- We are now well into the 10-year period of review established by
the Wilderness Act. We have already added more than 30 new units
to the wilderness system since 196+. Those individual additions, to-
gether with the original areas included directly by the 1964 act, pro-
vide a wealth of guiding precedents to help us interpret and apply
the act in a positive, constructive, flexible manner. The legislative
history, too, provides guidance as to the intent of the Congress. It 18
my hope that through these hearings, as we discuss these specific
matters in the context of these proposals, we can come to the under-
standings that will help in the promise of the Wilderness Act “se-
cure for the American people of present and future generations the
benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness.”

Sen?ator Allott, did you have a statement that you wanted to
make ?

Senator Arrorr. Yes, I do have, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I
would like to ask that my statement and my remarks appear in the
record immediately following yours.
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removal of snch devices from an arca designated as wildérness, If
<o, their policy is out of line with the intent of Congress. The Wil-
derness Act. while prohibiting “motorized equipment” and “installa-
gion="" in wilderness, makes that prohibition subject to the exception
¢hat such items may be located within wilderness—national forest,
pational park and national wildlife refuge wilderness—as “necessary
¢o meet minimum requirements for the administration of the area,”
which wounld inclnde sueh necessary installations. If the Forest Serv-
e or the Park Service were to refuse such equipment, where essen-
rin and as vhobrrusive as can be, they would be encouraging a “pu-
pity™ backlash against the Wilderness Act which would be most
GINECessary,

I for one don’t want to see this kind of idea related to such man-
acentent deviees that are really unobtrugive and are the minimum
pecessary for the necessary management of the area to become an ex-
enge for an administrative interpretation of the act that 1f carried to
the extreme could be a deliberate eampaign to undermine the intent
of Congress. I don’t understand why the English language fails so
badly to convey the meaning of the clear words of the statute or
why agencies fecl so constrained to write the Taw themselves, be-
canse for reasons of their own they prefer not to follow the clear in-
rent of the law.

I don’t think that is up to the agency: I think it 1s the usurpation
of diseretion, and it is bevond the rightful place of any agency to
torture the langunge of the Jaw in this wayv.

IFor reasons known best to the agency they prefer to manage wil-
derness i a wayv different than from the way spelied out in the law.
I am not gomy to approve these bills that don’t conform with con-
aressional intent, that is all there is to it. They are not going to pass
this committee. T don’t care whether it is the Forest Service or any
other service, all of the services are subject to the law and we have
vot just one law and one criteria set up and that is the Wilderness
Act.

All right. My, Secretary, let us go on with your statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. NATHANIEL REED, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF INTERIOR—Continued

Mr. Rerp. Mr. Chairman, let me reiterate what I went into this
morning. The testimony I am about to read to vou was prepared
just a few moments before vour statement this morning.

The National Park wilderness proposals that we are considering
today have been subject to considerable debate in the last few
monthe, and even vears, and I might say that the solutions to the
ditferenices of opinton have not vet been found. The reasons for this
fleb:tte bave not yet been found. The reasons for this debate have not
oeen so much a difference in how we propose to use the wilderness as
1z a difference in the interpretation of the Wilderness Act and the
lanagement prerogatives it provides. This conflict of interpretation
las resulted in our development of enclaves around certain kinds of
managenient facilities such as fire towers, patrol cabins, snow gages,
atid camp sites. We have also delineated buffer zones along the edge
6f proposed wilderness areas where they abut nonwilderness lands.
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Before T begin our discussing the individual wilderness proposals,
I would like to discuss each one of these subjects with this commit-
tee and explain the conditions under which we think most of these

facilities can be included in the wilderness area.

Conditional additions to wilderness. _ .
There are arveas which because of nonFederal ownership—permit-

ted use—adjacent land problems—or other reasons do not, in our
opinion, qualify for wilderness today. We anticipate changes in the
futvre, which mayv net be in our authority to guarantee, that would
result in the lands qualifying for wilderness and we would whole-
heartedly endorse their inclusion at that time. In order to save Con-
oress, the administration, and the people from the long and expen-
sive process of coming back the legislative route to make these
additions in the future, we believe that their addition could be in-
cluded in the basic legislation establishing the wilderness, condi-
tional upon a specific future event. such as the termination of a life
estate or grazing permit, the acquisition of an inholding, ete.

Snow gauges--hvdrographic data measuring devices.

Wherever high country wilderness exists, snow gauges are going
to be a problem. There is no question that they are needed and im-
portant to provide the best water management data possible. Good
water management is environmentally important, and I support it
strengly. However, this is not usually a matter of administrative im-
portance in the wilderness areas themselves. The data for these
cauges is needed to manage the water farther downhill. Therefore,
under the Jangnage of the Wilderness Act, these gauges den'’t easily
qualify as being needed for administration of the area.

Senator Cruvrera. Let us just look at that for a minute. T think
that is a verv forced interpretation. The area—the gauges are placed
in the area in the first place, because the area is right for that pur-
pose, and the arca as part of the watershed effects all of the land
below it. all of the land below it.

Therefore vou can’t administer that area without taking into rea-
sonable account its impact on other land. The snow up there is going
to melt and in my experience when the snow melts the water goes
downhill and effects all of the land. If you are going to administer
the upland. one of the things you must consider is the depth of the
flow and one of the reasons for putting in a gauge is to determine
that. That is a part of the proper management of the area.

Mr. Regp. T have no problems with that, Mr. Chairman, T think T
get there in another page.

Senator Crtrerr, Okay.

Mr. Reep. The science of water management and data collection is,
of course. growing rapidlyv. I suspect it will not be too long before
the old pole and crosshar gauges read by a man on skis or a helicop-
ter will be a thing of the past, and we will have fully automatic
ganees thot tronsmit data on snow depth. density and wetness via
satellite daily to computers in our central cities, which in turn auto-
matically adjust the gates on dams and canals.

With that kind of equipment, we may not need even as many
gauges as we have today.

_ In the meantime, the Park Service has a management responsibil-
ity for wilderness areas in National Parks, and they quite properly
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want to limit any increase in the number of snow gauges in the wil-
Jerness areas. o ) o

Because the gauges’ administrative function is off the area, and
pecause of the need to prevent future additions, the Park Service
has drawn a 9-acre enclave around each existing snow gauge and ex-
cluded it from wilderness. o

Unfortunately, this has some drawbacks. It limits management
fexibility in relocating snow gauges if, say, one modern gauge (in a
new location) could take the place of 3 old gauges. It also leaves a
4-aere hole in the wilderness if a gauge is removed at some future
rime. In addition, there is no legislative mandate that these enclaves
be managed as wilderness.

A= far as the National Wilderness System in toto is concerned, we
do not have consistent direction on this issue. In some areas in na-
tional forests, snow gauges are treated as allowed nonconforming
uses and included in wilderness; in other areas they are excluded.

Mr. Chairman, this committee may want to consider how these
snow gauges should be handled in wilderness areas, and we would be
most interested in any guidance you would offer.

Senator Crrren. Mr. Secretary, I tried to offer that guidance.

Mr. Rrep. I got it loud and clear, Mr. Chairman.

If it is made a matter of record that existing snow gauges would
Le acceptable under section 4 of the Wilderness Act, we would then
have no objection to reconsidering the excluded areas for wilderness
designation.

Renator Crirnert, Yon know why I am worried about this. If you
have a little snow gauge there and 9 acres all around it, and you say
we are going to exclude 9 acres out of the wilderness because of the
snow gauges, I can see some eager beaver planner come up some day
and sav what we are going to need up there in rhat 9 acres is some
elaborate motel, or golf course, or some facility to take care of the
pressing numbers of people that visit the area.

And that 9 acres, out of the reach of Congress, not subject to the
wilderness bill, is available for such development as the agency may
in its infinite wisdom preseribe in the future.

I, for example, wonld not want to plug these big holes in the wil-
derness area and leave it up to some developer who may want to de-
cide they want to go up there at sometime in the future.

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, I have no problem with that. The ad-
ministraters  have foreseen the day, without vour guidance, as
indicated in the legislative history, that they would have been pre-
vented from placing a data collection gauge, which might be of infi-
nite use, in this svstem. If indeed, these collection devices are part of
an administration function of that area, I see no problem.

Senator Crcren. If we should have anything further, such as a
court action, please come back to this committee and if T am still
here we will amend the law,

Mr. Reep. Fine, sir.

Our proposals also place unmanned as well as manned firetowers
and patrol cabins in enclaves. We consider these facilities to be es-
sential to the safety and well-being of wilderness travelers, as well
a3 necessary to_protect the wilderness resources, and as such they
may be allowed within section 4 of the Wilderness Act of 1964.
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However, there is some question about this interpretation and there-
fore. we have placed these facilities in enclaves. . L

We would have no objection to including them in the wilderness if
this committee determines that these facilities are compatible with
the goals of the Wilderness Act.

Perhaps the most difficult problem we have been considering is the
maximun campsite development allowed within wilderness. As you
know, Mr. Chairman, we are experiencing heavy demands in the
back country and we expect this demand to inerease. If some mini-
mum campsite development within wilderness areas were acceptable
to the committee and the Congress, our park managers could allow
ereater numbers of people to use the back country, and at the same
time continue to protect the resource, The maximum development we
envision at any one site iz a pit toilet, four fire rings, a manually op-
erated water pump, and in some areas of extreme weather condi-
tions, a three-sided lean-to-type shelter. In such a campsite, we
would limit the nunber of people using it at any one time to 10.

Senator Cnuvrcm. Mr, Seeretary, 1 personally see nothing wrong
in that arrangement as long as it represents the minimum necessary
facilities, For example. a manualiy operated water pump, I would
assunie it would only go in in the case where the lack of water sup-
ply makes it necessary to install some kind of device of that kind.,

Mr. Reep. I understand, sir.

We propose to use natural materials for the construction of these
facilities and make them as unobtrusive as possible. As I have said,
this is the maximum development we anticipate at any onhe site:
most areas would not have shelters or manually operated water
pumps. In the proposals we are making today, we have placed these
campsites in enclaves: however. we would have no objection to in-
cluding them in wilderness if the committee finds them to be accept-
able. :

Mr. Chairman. these are all questions of serious concern to us and
to the people in this country who are interested in wilderness, We
raise them todav before we discuss the individual national park wil-
derness proposals becanse they ave germane to the dialogue that T
am certain will take place as vou consider these proposals, and the
guidance provided by this committee in resolving these issues will be
important in moving ahead rapidly to establish these wonderful and
scenic wilderness areas.

Now I would like to briefly present each of the national park wil-
derness proposals.

ISLE ROYALE

Isle Rovale National Park, situated in TLake Superior in north-
western Michigan, was established in 1940, to preserve a wild and
beautiful 210 square mile roadless archipelago. The park comprises
539.538 acrex, of which nearly four-tifths are submerged lands.

Isle Rovale consists of a series of parallel ridges, often separated
by swamps and lakes, and lLias numerous points, bays, and outlying
small islands. It iz tvpical north woods habitat and has a commu-
nity of wolves and moose unique to the National Park System out-
side Alaska. The park’s primary access points and visitor use areas
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are located at Rock Harbor and Washington Harbor. Some 17,000
people visit the park annually.

In 1967, the National Park Service developed a preliminary wil-
Jerness proposal for the park comprising 119.612 acres. At the pub-
4e hearings 80 organization: and individuals supported that pro-
o] while 513 advocated a larger wilderness area. .\fter fnrther
ctady, the Park Serviee recommended a final wilderness proposat of
061 HNRaeres.

That study concluded that any eventual expansion of camping fa-
silities should oceur primarily in the vicinity of existing camp-
cpounds, As o result, 1,243 acres were added t6 the wilderness pro-
cosal at Siskiwit Imx where a new camping area had been planned,
and a total of 698 acres were deleted from the proposal at Malone
bay and (,hq)pewa Harbor Campgrounds.

in the 53 vears since the publie hearing it has become increasingly
spparent that islands as ecologically fragile as these have a limited
~isitor capacity, At this time we really do not know how many peo-
vie ean be ﬂccommodated without 1}&111‘1.11101&1\' damaging the re-
-mn'fe I am asking the Park Service to undertake an 1mmodmte
-rudy to determine “both the park’s carrving capacity and the best
acans of managing people within it, In the meantime, I sugaest
qat we would Do wise o take a conseryvative approach to any ftur-
Ler dm‘elopment

On the Greenstone Ridge Trail, in particular, it appears that we
wnay be reaching capacity. Heve only minimum wilderness calupsites
<hould be penmttod If the committoe <hould decide that such facili-
ties are permissible in wilderness, no exelusions would be necessary.
More sophisticated facilities for the benefit of those who are not
hardy campers should be restricted to the east and west ends of the
park. Exclusions {from wilderness will be necessary for these areas,
Lat the committee may want to review the need for the 1 g-mile-wide

Latfer zones surrounding such (h’\'e]opment Along the north and
outh consts the wild beauty of the shorelines should be preserved
snd only minimum  ecampsites seem necessary in such havens
< Chippewa Harbor. Malone. I'I:l_\' and Siskiwit Bavs. Hnugeinin
Cove. and Todd IHarbor. In each of these. however. there arve ex-
i-ting docks which are necessary for human safety in time of storm
ol which must be maintained.

It would appear, therefore that in these areas small exclusions
wiil be necessarv.

T'wo other areas I would like to point out to the committee are
Passage Island, where all but the western extremity seems suitable
for wilderness d(‘ql“'n‘li'lOll. and the 120-acre exclusion leading up to
Mount Ojibway. The latter surronnds a powerline which the Park
~ervice plans to place underground this summer. At that time the

xclusion will become superfluous.

th are probably a dozen areas throughout the park which are
et now proposed for wilderness des ighation but which may become
~mmble for such designation in the future. These are mostly small

ife lease tracts or commereial fisheries. Provision could be made in
e act designating wilderness at Isle Royale for the ineclusion of
Lese areas when the present use is terminated and the manmade
TUUItnres ape rennved,
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Mr. Griswold will be at the map, and I am delighted to have with
us four superintendents and chief rangers from the other areas. i

Senator CuurcH. Mr., Secretary, did you hear Senator Hart’s teg-
timony this morning ?

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. .

Senator Crrren. Do vou oppose the inclusion of the islands he
recommended ?

Mr. Reep. No, sii.

Senator Cuurcii. The white areas on the map, are around the
shoreline. the areas where the camping grounds are of a more elabo-
rate character than the wilderness would permit; is that correct ?

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir.

Senator Cuurex. In the light of our new understanding, those
areas are elaborate campgrounds that ought to be excluded. _

Mr. Reep. There is one up there that we still have a little discus-
sion about, that looks like a fish hook, a little boggy ground.

Senator CuuvrcH, Mr. Secretary, would you do this, would you
have vour people prepare amendments to vour proposal that will
conform with the criteria we have been discussing, please, so we can
have some guidance in revising these bills?

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir, with the format you gave us this morning, we
would be delighted.

Senator Cuurce. Thank you so much.

Mr. Reep. Mr. Beattie, the superintendent is here, if you have any
questions for him.

Senator Cuutren. 1 don't think I do. You made a very good state-

ment for the case.
SEQUOTA/KINGS CANYON

Mr. Reep. Located in east central California, Sequoia and Kings
Canvon National Parks were established in 1890 and 1940, respec-
tivelv. Containing a total of 847,193 acres, they share a common
boundary for about 30 miles and are administered as a single unit of
the Natlonal Park System. These parks are distinguished by the
glant seqnoia trees, which attain their greatest size and density here,
and the Sierra Nevada Mountain range which rises to its loftiest al-
titndes witlirn these parks. Nearly 2 million people visit these two
parkz annually, and in 1968 nearly 16,000 people used the back coun-
try trails.

A preliminary wilderness proposal of T40.165 acres. consisting of
two units, was developed by the Park Service. Following public
hearings held on this proposal, 8541 acres were added, and 26,737
acres were deleted, resulting in a final wilderness recommendation of
721970 acres,

The additions reflect certain extensions of the wilderness hound-
ary closer to developed areas and the park boundary, and the inclu-
sion of four recently acquired private inholdings out of the seven in-
holdings in the original proposal.

The deletions include a 14-mile buffer zone along the south and
west park boundary, an overflow area from Mineral King, a 5.400
acre area to study for the development of overlooks and interpretive
factlities near Gilant Forest. and 30 some enclaves for spow gages



119

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like to state that this wilder-
ness proposal contains many of the philosophical dilemmas that I
discussed earlier. There are clear examples here of the problems and
the guidance of vour committee would be most helpful. .

The major deleticn consists of 12,500 acres the Park Service found
pecessary to provide visitor use facilities for the thousands of skiers
and hikers expected to overflow into the Sequoia National Park
from the proposed Mineral King development on national forest
Jands. Recent statements by the Forest Service and the Mineral
King developer indicate that their proposal may be altered to
include a ditferent method of access among other things. There 1s
also the possibility that continued court action might change or halt
tiie Mineral King development. ]

Because of this uncertainty, the committee might want to consider
this particular park area as a conditional addition to the wilderness
proposal, in the event that development did not take place.

The location of a 14-mile-wide management or butfer zone on the
couth and west park boundaries where the park is not adjacent to
existing wilderness areas resulted in a deletion of 6,610 acres.

Senator CHrrcn. What is the reason for that?

Mr. Reep. The superintendent is here, Mr. John McLaughlin.

Mr. McLaveuuin, Mr. Chairman, there are uses adjacent to the
park boundary, such as timber operations, heavy grazing, considera-
ble amount of fire lane construction and that type of thing. For that
reason. because of the need to get into the park beoundary with
equipment, sometimes because of the nature of the largeness of the
trees and so forth, it was felt this would give us the latitude——

Senator CutrcH. You can control inside of the wilderness, you
don’t have to have a buffer zone.

Mr. Reep. The Director made this decision on these buffer zones,
thinking they would give him more flexibility of management and
these were the orders given to the field study teams who have
brought these in.

Senator CirtreH. I wish you would revise the bill and take all of
those cheese holes out of it.

Mr. Reep. In areas where adjacent national forest lands are being
considered for wilderness status, this zone would not, nltimatelv, be
needed. Consideration might be given to making these zones condi-
tional additions to the wilderness area, to be included when adjacent
lands become wilderness.

_ Similarly, the 6,700 acre Sugarloaf area, which was not included
I the proposal because of a Iife tenure grazing permit. might be
considered for conditional addition at the expiration of the permit.
};_rqm my point of view, we see no reason for objecting to such con-
aitional additions. This same situation would, of course, apply to the
tiree remaining small inholdings and to the deleted corridor in the

vicinity of Kluff Cave which provides access to one of these inhold-
ings now used for grazing.
Denator Cavren, On those inholdings, are they all on permit or

;(\-1 Qi }

Mr. Reep. Fee simple.
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Senator Crivreir. They don't have to be excluded from the wildeys
ness, nider the bill. You don't have to exclude those 1nholdmg3'
What is this other place you are referring to?

Mr, Reep. Grazing permit.
Senator Cnrreir. The law says grazing ean be permitted in a wil.

derness area. You don’t have to exclude that. Then when the permit
or the term ends. if you don’t want to renew it you don't have to,
and 1t reverts to wilderness without grazing, but the grazing doesn’t
—unless there is some other reason for excluding that avea, the graz-
ing alene is not a reason for not including it in the wilderness.

Mr. Reep. The problem was the Director felt strongly there werg
no special provisions for grazing permits written into the original
act.
The act does have the special provision which deals with grazing
on national forest land. There has been disagreement as to w hether
orazing is permitted on National Park Service lands,

Senator Cutreir I think the chapter and verse 1 cited in the leg-
islative liistory, in the Congressional Rlecord, ought to clear up that

pomt
Mr. Reep. It does for me, sir.
Upon acquisition, these inholdings would qualify for wilderness

status. Turming from the coneept “of conditional additions to the
prol)lem\ of enclaves for various purposes, there are 22 enanes
deleted from this wilderness proposal for hiydrologic data measuring
facilities—snow ganges, This 12 a clear example “of the sitnation I
pointed out at the benmmn“ of my testimony, \[r Chairman, and if
the committee sees fit to allow these to remain without enclaves, in
ilght of our earlier discussion, we would liave no objection,

There are also eight visitor service enclaves in the back country,
Three of these are patrol cabins or huts, one of them is a COH(.EDSIOII-
aire run camp ground with tent platforms and food service, and
tom of them are proposed for the development of sanitary facilities
and camp sites, fire rings, tables, and so forth.

Heve, In Sequola’ Iunm Canyon this 1s a problem of major pro-
portions. The fragile alpine back country’s appeal to bael\ paekers

—and the number of people avail:
probiem. After strugoeling with this problem, the P‘ul\ Service haa
coine to the conclusion that basic to the sunceessful management of
the back country will be the channeling of visitors to thtemc‘tlly
located visitor service enclaves, containing camping facilities, which
can be closely controlled and effectively maintained to withstand
concentrated use and provide adequate water supplies and waste dis-
posal.

The superintendent of Kings Cauyon tells me that, in order to
meet our management responsibility for the resources and the
people, he sees no other alternatives.

Here again, as I pointed out before, the carrying capacity of the
wilderness and the management technlques for not exceeding it are
eritical and a great deal of effort must be spent on them.

Senator CIURCIL That particular eampground with the platforms
and so forth clearly is a nonconforming use, mueh more elaborate
that the wilderness will permit. Do vou feel you must maintain that
for park purposes?
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\Ir. Reep. Yes; we do. It is on an important trail between giant
forest and cedar grove.

<enator Crrerer. Then it would be necessary in that case to estab-
lish an enclave because that would be a nonconforming use in that
sartieular area.

I have no other questions on that.

Mr. Rero. I have to go back o

<enator Crrren. I would appreciate an amended version in the
Lill,

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, ean I go back to patrol cabins or huts. I
teard vou indicate this morning that patrol cabins and huts which
were simple and used for line business could in your opinion, stand
tle test of being included in the wilderness area, where necessary
and minimum. -

<enator CHTrcH. That is right, Lean-too shelters and that kind of
thing that are necessary.

Mr. Reep. Where we have tent platforms and food service, that
would be an exclusion.

Senator CuurcH. Yes; that obviously is the kind of development
(hat would be a nonconforming use.

Mr. Reep, All right. We will go over the North Cascades now.

NORTH CASCADES

The North Cascades complex, located in northwestern Washing-
-oni. consists of North Cascades National Park and Ross Lake and
Lake Chelan National Reecreation Areas. Established in 1968, the
complex encompasses 674,000 acres, of which the park comprises
S 000 acres,

The North Cascades National Park is an awesome region of
sarply eroded mountains containing one-third of the glaciers of the
i~ contignous States. Ross Liake and Lake Chelan National Recrea-
tion Areas contain, respectively, impounded reaches of the Skagit
and Stehekin Rivers, which drain most of the highest parkland. In
197 L. more than 200.000 people visited this outstanding complex.

A preliminary proposal. developed m 1970. described three areas
roraling 514000 acres as suiltable for wilderness designation, as
-hown on the display map exhibit B. Following public hearings and
restdy of the master plan for the complex, 1,940 acres were added
tooand 60 acres deleted from the proposal, resulting in a final recom-
mended wilderness of 513,880 acres.

I unit 1 the corridor for the proposed Price Lake tramway was
dded to the recommended wilderness, as were the enclaves for the
fonr proposed hostels. Small enclaves were retained at three of these
oeattons to permit the continued use of trail shelters. As T stated in
iy opening remarks, these enclaves would be recommended for wil-
ferness designation if the committee finds our description of a wil-
derness campsite acceptable.

A corridor in the Arctic Creek area is provided as an alternate
e for atramway.

. In unit 2, east of Ross Lake, the master plan now shows a deletion

toran enelave for a hostel. In unit 3, south of the North Cross State

Hizhway, a similar deletion has been made to provide for a pro-
L5007 —a
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posed hostel on the Pacific Crest Trail. These two enclaves will prd
vide hostel-type facilities linking the adjacent developed areas.
Senator CuorcH. Will you tell me what these hostels will be?

Mr. Reep. Minimum service facility either a tent or simple strye.
ture, where an individual ean stay overnight and a hot meal and o
bedroom wonld be provided. It would be about the same type of
facility as the one in Sequoia. ]

Senator Crorerr. There would be food provided.

Mr. Reep. Yes. .

Senator Cavrel. It would be a nonconforming use.

Mr. Rrep. Yes.

We have also included the 16,000-acre corridor previously pro-
posed for the Colonial Peak Tramway in unit 3 of the wilderness
area.

Senator Carrerr. You say the tramway is built.

Mr. Reep. There will be a tramway built.

Senator CrurcH. It is a nonconforming use as far as wilderness is
concerned. '

Mr. Reep. We have now narrowed it to 2 of those.

Senator Cavrer. Can’t you write this bill in such a way that the
one you choose will be excluded from the bill, one you choose and
don’t build anything on, will become a part of it and you don’t have
to come back again?

Mr. Reep. Absolutely, sir.

Two additional areas not proposed for inclusion in the wilderness
area are the Beaver Creek and Thunder Creek Valleys. These val-
lys have been excluded solely because they may be altered by future
hydroelectric development. The Federal Power Commission is con-
sidering an application for increasing the height of Ross Dam b
125 feet which, if built, would flood the 6 miles of Beaver Cree
Valley now excluded from wilderness. An application for a license
to construct a dam on the upper part of Thunder Creek which, if
built, would divert 90 percent of the water from Thunder Creek
through a tunnel under Ruby Mountain to Ross Lake makes this
area unavailable for consideration for wilderness designation at this
time.

Should these licenses be denied, there areas would qualify for wil-
derness designation and would make valuable additions to it. We
would have no objections to the committee considering inclusion of
these areas in the wilderness contingent upon the denial of these
licenses.

SHENANDCAH

Extending 90 miles along the crest of the Blue Ridge in Virginia,
Shenandoah National Park hosts approximately 214 million visitors
each year. Established in 1935, the park now encompasses 193,533
acres.

Its primary resources are scenic forested mountains, animal life,
and human history involving mountain people, the Nation’s west-
ward movement, and the Civil War. The park’s 105 mile segment of
the Skyline Drive is a major visitor attraction.

The preliminary wilderness proposal presented at public hearings
in 1967 consisted of about 61,940 acres. The National Park Service
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thereafter restudied its proposal and in 1971 recommended that

=3280 acres be designated as wilderness.

§rdamt

1n the course of this restudy it was concluded that several devel-
onedd eampsites receiving concentrated overnight use could not be
-f;-n;:vrly maintained if included i wilderness. Sl_x such sites were
Jeleted from the preliminary proposal. In addition two deletions
were made to exelude portions of utility lines found within the pre-
fminary wilderness boundaries heeanse of inaccurate mapping. Two
sthor deletions were made to provide access corridors for service of
a1 radio transmitter and transporting of cattle across the park.

The vestudy further indicated the desirability of extending the
wilderness boundaries to include more of the lower slopes of the
ue Ridge, 3,785 acres were added to unit 1 and 3,489 acres to unit
= An addition of 768 acres to unit 3 was enabled by a decision not
to provide a proposed campground at that location. _

Superintendent Hosking is here if you have any questions, Mr.
Chatrman ?

Senator Cntren. I have one question on the yellow part of the
map. 1 see a vellow part that the Wilderness proposal again doesn’t
cover, Would vou explain that to me?

Mr. Hosgrxs. We have two shelters there, one of them Senator
Byrd donated to the park and the other is the Old Rag shelter.

'In order to maintain these, which get probably more use than any
other shelters in the park. we must have access to them.

One, we have to have access from the eust, and the other from the
nortl.

Senator Currex. By road.

Mr. Hoskixs, Yes.

Senator Cuorca. That is surely a nonconforming use. In other
ways does this proposal conform to the criteria we have been dis-
cussing.

Mr. Reep. We have one enclave marked C, sir.

Mr. Hosgixs. We moved 450 families from Shenandoah National
Park, and that is the location of the only remaining cabin. They
rennovated the area and they have a revocabfe permit to use it.

I judge from your discussion this morning, that it can be regarded
as a shelter rather than a cabin, because that is actually what it is
used for.

Senator Critrcm. What about the Hoover Camp, where is that
located ?

Mr. Hosgins. Outside of the wilderness area.

Senator Carrcen. What about the other facility; I have used both
of them,

Mr. Hoskixs. White-Oak.

Senator CuurcH. White-Oak.

Mr. Hosgixs. And that is excluded too, sir.

Senator Crurem. Is that the whole park?

Mr. Hosxrxs. This is Waynesboro and Front Royal.

Mr. Reep. Would you point out the area where the stock driveway
tise is? I will let the Superintendent explain it.

. Mr. Hosgrxs. When the park was acquired it separated people
living on its west side from their land located on the other side, and
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we have permitted them through the years to drive the cattle acrosg
the park at that location. _ _ .
It has not caused us any administrative trouble. Otherwise in

order to take care of their stock, they would have to drive 120 miles,
whereas they can drive 25 and do the same, take care of the stock
under this permit they are using.

Mr., Rerp. That. I would presume, would be allowed under the
grazing explanation and can be removed

Senator CrUrcH. Right,

1 think so. It is only a temporary transfer. _

Mr. Hoskrvs. Trucks are used. They are driven in trucks.

Senator Crioren. Then that is not conforming.

Mr. Rerp. But it is only used for that single purpose, Mr. Chair-
man.

The only time it is used is to drive the stock and that is the only
time the road comes Into use. .

Sir, I didn’t get your permission this morning, verbally, to con-
tinue on with Cedar Breaks. May I doso?

Senator Crurch. Certainly.

Mr. Reep. Located in southwestern Utah, Cedar Breaks National
Monument was established by Presidential proclamation in 1933. It
now comprises 6,154 acres. ) )

The monument was established to preserve a gigantic multicolored
natural amphitheater within which limestone has been eroded into
fantastic shapes. Over 300,000 people now visit there each year.
Facilities for their use are concentrated along the scenic rim drive
extending the length of the monument. o

In 1967 a public hearing was held concerning the preliminary pro-
posal to designate 4,600 acres as wilderness. It was there suggested
that the wilderness be enlarged by adding the strip of land between
the rim of the “breaks” and the monument road. However, that strip
of land is highly developed for visitor use and receives concentrated
sightseeing use by most visitors.

After further consideration of management needs it has been
decided that the management zone adjacent to the north, west, and
south monument boundaries be widened from 144 mile to 15 mile.
This management zone is necessary to provide sufficient space for
activities which may be necessary to protect the monument from
external influences. This adjustment results in a final recommended
wilderness of 4,370 acres.

We have Mr. Ehorn. area manager.

Senator Crrvrei. The yellow part around there is another one of
these buffer zones: is that correct?

Mr. Reep. I seem to have lost the last paragraph, Mr. Chairman. 1
have lost one paragraph of what I was supposed to read. No, 1
didn’t. That is right.

The management area designed in vellow was considered necessary
from the management point of view, but—what were the reasons it
was deleted?

Mr. Eirory. The management zone initially was one-sixteenth of a
mile, and was changed to one-eighth.

Mr. Reep. It was amended to go from one-sixteenth to onc-eighth
as a normal buffer zone around a wilderness area, Mr. Chairman.




125

Senator CutreH. Why is the buffer zone needed, specifically, why
is it needed .

Mr. Emory. Mr. Chairman, that management zone was there In
case we needed to go down and put up a fence because of grazing we
have outside of the wilderness area.

Senator CntrcH. Couldn’t you put up a fence on the boundary,
without making a buffer zone. ]

What would prevent you from putting up a fence, why do you
need a buffer zone? _ .

Mr. Reep. The superintendent is really not responsible for it.
These were instructions that came from the Park Service.

Senator Cnrrca. I see, the same thing. _ )

Mr. Reep. 1f this recommendation of yours, made this morning,
stands, we are going to have to go back and examine Petrified
Forest, and eraters of the moon, where they have the same thing.
And that, if T read you correctly, is no longer considered necessary.

Mr. Chairman. this Department has prepared wilderness recom-
mendations for the former Arches and Capitol Reef National Monu-
ments. Public Laws 92-155 and 92-207 recently abolished those
monuments and established the Arches and Capitol Reef National
Parks, respectivelv. Each of these parks is substantially larger than
its predecessor monument which were the units studied for wilder-
ness suitability. Those acts provide that within 3 years of enactment
the Secretary of the Inlerior shall make recommendations as to the
suitabilitv of any area within those parks for preservation as wil-
derness. Because this Department’s wilderness recommendations for
those former monuments will be the basis for any future wilderness
designation in the parks, we believe that consideration of those rec-
ommendations is proper.

There is no controversy, over this, Mr. Chairman, as to whether
vou would wish to hear these or wish to have us——

" Senator CurrcH. Mr. Secretary, since these are not in the bill
hefore us, perhaps you can omit it, because of the lateness of the
hour.

Mr. Reep. Would it be the Chairman’s wishes for us to go back
and study these and come back at a future date?

Senator CucrcH, Would you do that? I want to thank you for
vour excellent testimony.

Mr., Reep. I am particularly grateful for being here, Mr. Chair-
man, and I believe with the information we ascertained here today,
we will have an easier time with the National Park Service propos-
als and those of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife.

Senator CarreH. Ladies and gentlemen, we have a problem. We
have many more witnesses still to hear from and some of them are
from out of town and some of them are from Washington. I am
going to try to accommodate the out-of-towners, and if time does not
permit, and I can’t accommodate Washington witnesses, I can ask
them to come back at another time.

‘We will start with the next panel, Mr. Thomas, attorney, Kings
River Water Association, California, and Mr. Robert E. Leake, Jr.,
Kings River Water Master, California.
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still have the wilderness experience even if we see a plane, get a
glimpse of a house. In fact, there is no point in North America
today where we can get away from planes overhead.

In conclusion, we wish to emphasize that the amount of land in
the east suitable for wilderness classification is severely limited. The
little there is, is subject to intensive use and will be more intensively
used as time goes on. The principle of allowing private capital to
provide accommodations outside the parks so that people who wish
to sightsee and drive may take advantage of the park on a day use
basis is a sound one. Passage of S. 3541 will assure the protection of
one of the few places in the eastern United States.

Not only will the many millions of people within & short drive of
the park have the satisfaction of knowing they have an opportunity
for a wilderness experience. The many thousands who are already
using the wilderness areas-—citizens close at hand and far away, visi-
tors to the eastern United States from foreign lands can be assured
for all time of genuine wilderness experience.

Thank you again for the opportunity to present our views.

We thank you very much.

Senator CHUrcH. Thank you for your statement. I want to say
while you are here, speaking of Shenandoah, that 1 am especially
delighted to see this proposal for wilderness within Shenandoah
National Park. As I said this morning, my family and I have often
hiked out into the wilderness of Shenandoah—always a refreshing,
uplifting experience of the very kind that we wanted to foster by
protecting wilderness areas.

Now, in particular, I want to commend the National Park Service
for recognition that this land, though once abused by various dis-
turbances decades ago, has recovered under the natural restorative
powers of natural forces, to the point where it, indeed, in the lan-
guage of section 2{c) of the Wilderness Act “generally appears to
have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the
impact of man’s work substantially unnoticeable.”

This is one of the great promises of the Wilderness Act, that we
can dedicate formerly abused areas where the primeval scene can be
restored by natural forces, so that we can have a truly National Wil-
derness Preservation System. I have heard it said by some who are
simply ill-informed that no areas in the Fastern United States can
meet the test of qualification under the definition of wilderness in
the Wilderness Act. That is just not so. Indeed, we placed three
national forest wilderness units into the National Wilderness Preser-
vation System in the 1964 act, all of which lies in the East, all of
which had a former history of some land abuse. This was not—I
repeat categorically—this was not merely a grandfathering arrange-
ment. It was, and is, a standing and intentional precedent to encour-
age such areas to be found and designated under the act in other
eastern locations.

Subsequently, in the passage of a number of individual wilderness
areas in national wildlife refuges in the East, we have this same
precedent the 25,000 acre Seney National Wildlife Refuge in north-
ern Michigan, the Moosehorn National Wildlife Refuge in Maine,
and others, all have been designated under the same Wilderness Act.



187

There are other areas in the eastern national forests which will cer-
tainly be found to be suitable, if the Forest Service will approach
its task and obligations in a reasonable and responsive manner. In
this way, we can have a truly national system of representative
areas, without In anyway denegrating the high standards of the
overall system—and I agree with Senator Allott that we would
never want to do that.

I say this as a westerner who loves this eastern country and finds
much beauty in the Appalachian Mountains, in fact we keep a little
cabin in the Appalachian’s.

It is a quarter to 6 and this hearing is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 5:45 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.)



